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he stemming a revolution, or making a new one ?
Presumably he did not succeed on either hand. But
did Swinburne ? Or Fleay ? And if they did, was
Churton Collins revolutionising anything when he
reaffirmed that faith in TITUS which Professor
Abercrombie appears to regard as practically re-
established ?
In the haze of the Professor's historical retrospect
nothing is very clear save that he trusts we are going
lack to a ground on which, as it happens, " the
Romantics " did not stand (whatever their " atti-
tude " did), so far as we can make out what he is
driving at. The ground on which he thinks their
" attitude " stood would seem to be that of whole-
hearted acceptance of the Folio as being practically
all Shakespearean, and of PERICLES as being a com-
post for which he was " responsible." And to this
uncharted ground we are, he hopes, to get back by a
new revolution. In sum, the Romantics at least took
to themselves Liberty of Interpretation, which is
what the Professor is really concerned about.
As usual, however, he seems to be in two minds.
At one point he appears to hold that only a few
obsolete minds " boggle over " TITUS. But at the
outset he writes of " the ground we stand on now "
as unsafe. What ground; and who are " we "?
On page 14, "it is scientific criticism itself, in its
latest and finest development/' culminating in the
irresistible Mr. Peter Alexander, which has made it
clear that only by internal evidence can we hope to
"purge the First Folio/' which, therefore, is im-